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Interview Summary 


Application No. 

10/677,668 


Applicant(s) 

MORRIS, GARY JAY 


Examiner 

Nikolai A. Gishnock 


Art Unit 

3714 





All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 

( 1 ) Nikolai A. Gishnock . (3) Garv J. Morris . 

(2) Kathleen Mosser . (4) . 



Date of Interview: 26 June 2007 . 

Type: a)D Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)E3 Personal [copy given to: 1)D applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)E3 Yes e)D No. 

If Yes, brief description: Applicant demonstrated the mechanical embodiment of his invention to the Examiners, 
and showed the electonic version, which was not demonstrated due to lack of access to a convenient power 
receptacle . 



Claim(s) discussed: All claims . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Morris (US 7.021,940). FutcherOJS 5.722.413). Roucka (US 2.556.043). Baldwin 
(US 4.773.865). Frazier (US 6.669.624) . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)K was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an tyfafitto^ 

Attachment to a signed Office action. Examiner's signature, if required 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Appliicant gave the Examiners demonstration of the mechanical 
system as described above and showed the control features of the electronic version. The Applicant stated that the 
invention of Morris failed to teach or suggest a control for diastolic blood pressure, only systolic blood pressure, the 
Examiner replied that any pressure maintained in the device of Morris would represent diastolic pressure, which is the 
blood pressure during periods when the heart wasn't beating. The Applicant stated that the rejection under Morris was 
inapplicable because the communication between the comparator and the blood pressure cuff of Morris was of an 
electronic nature, where as the Applicant's invention performed this communication pneumatically. Examiner Gishnock 
stated that Morris did not seem to disclose the explicit nature of the connection and would be reviewed further. The 
Applicant also stated that a bulb was quite different that a tube, in the sense that a bulb provided force amplification to 
the sense of touch that a tube could not provide. Applicant pointed to his specification for this teaching. Examiner 
maintained that both Roucka and Baldwin held a teaching that pressure in a tube could be felt, but did not disclose a 
motivation for using a tube over a bulb. Examiner Mosser stated that this feature may be dependent merely upon the 
thickness of the tubing used. Applicant further explained the use of an incompressible member in the bulb was 
required, as some small pressure must be exerted on the bulb of the Applicant's invention in order for some users, 
such as the elderly, to feel the pressure. The Applicant also stated that the invention of Morris failed to include a toggle 
switch for the alternation between a normal and abnormal blood pressure condition, and that the combination of the 
teachings of a toggle switch for alternation between various conditions of abnormal lung function and blood pressure 
conditions was vague and unsupported in Morris, and further that improper hindsight was involved in making such a 
combination. Examiner Gishnock replied that simulating abnormal blood pressure conditions was taught at least by 
Roucka. Examiner Mosser noted that the descriptions of pressurized fluid and simulated blood pressure levels in the 
Applicant's claim 1 would be construed as intended use, and did not distinguish the apparatus claim from the prior art. 
Examiner Mosser suggested wording including, " the electronic control unit programmed to...", would properly include 
use features into the claim. The electronic control unit appeared to be supported in the Applicant's specification. 
Applicant expressed concern that the Examiners would find a lack of enablement for the Electronic Control Unit. 
However, the Examiners clarified that lack of enablement was found for the details of the interface between the ECU 
and other elements of the system. Examiner Gishnock stated that an amendment such as, "the apparatus is not used 
to measure a blood pressure level using a cuff', did not appear to be fully supported in the Applicant's specification. 
The Applicant stated his concerns that such amendments to his claims might be overly restricting his invention, 
however, the Examiners replied that the claims could probably be amended to sufficiently cover his invention, and 
suggested formally entering an amendment with regards to the comments made, for additional searching. 



